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Audience Study on PRGA Program Listservs 
 
In order to improve the PRGA Program information services, the PRGA Program 
Communications office decided to conduct an Audience Study, to learn more about how the 
subscribers are using PRGA Program's on-line tools (listservs and web site)  and how they can be 
further improved. This document is the culmination of this survey including recommended 
courses of action that could be taken to improve audience participation. 
 
1. Summary of key findings 
 
• Respondent’s major interest is to obtain reliable and updated information. This interest 
determines how respondents interact with listservs (reading) and web site (searching for 
information) and defines technical requirements of the site (fast, easy usability, clear 
layout). 
 
• Contribution for majority of respondents means reading. 
 
• Accessibility to information when needed is a main motivation to remain subscribed even 
when subscribers don’t contribute/interact with listservs. 
 
• Interesting topics for respondents to discuss in the listservs are technical and fieldwork 
experiences.  
 
• Issues related to working on-line are perceived in different ways according to subscriber’s 
connection facilities.  
 
• Variables related to time were the more recurrent when questioning about lack of 
contribution. 
 
• Lack of time as a reason for not interacting/contributing to listservs, should be understood 
as lack of time to send information when subscribers remain active.  
 
2. Introduction 
 
The PRGA Program IT Communication Strategy is based in the implementation of four main 
tools. These are the Web Site, the Newsletter, the listservs and on-line Publications, each format 
having different purposes. 
 
The Web Site and the on-line Publications are the main sources of information for external 
audiences and aim to attract readers and researchers.  
 
The Newsletter informs the interested community (subscribers) about new releases and new 
information available on the site. It also has relevant information relating to the various topics of 
interest of PRGA Program, and this information is not necessarily posted on the website. In this 
way, the Newsletter is fulfilling the task of keeping the subscribers updated, and it could be a way 
to publicise events, reviews and final reports. 
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The listservs main objective, as presented by the officers of the PRGA Program Communications 
office, is to support the creation of a virtual community and to share information and experiences 
that are not yet published. It is also used to advertise newly published material and post 
subscribers’ own publicity. The communications office expected these listservs to be a “creative 
space”, in which the subscribers discuss new ideas with colleagues and elaborate new research 
directions and were expecting these to create a sense of community and bonding amongst users. 
 
Apparently the subscribers are not using these tools in they ways expected thus wasting their 
potential from the Communications officers’ point of view.  
 
3. Audience Study 
 
1. Objective  
 
The objective of the Audience Survey was to learn how the subscribed members are using the 
PRGA Program listservs (Participatory Research for Natural Resource Management, 
Participatory Plant Breading, Gender, Impact Assessment, General Only) and the on-line tools 
posted of the Program’s web site, and how these tools can be improved and nurture PRGA’s     
Program IT Communication Strategy. 
 
2. Study Design 
 
This study focused on three main topics that could help to understand how the subscribers use the 
PRGA Program on-line tools and what do they expect from them. The first part intends to: 
 
• Explore how subscribers use the PRGA Program listservs and which are their motivations 
to be subscribed 
• Find out what the subscribers’ opinion about PRGA Program web site is and how they use 
the on-line tools available 
• Find out the subscribers’ opinion about on-line forums and listservs, and what they expect 
from them 
 
3. Methodology 
     
The type of tool used was an on-line Survey and Word Document consistent of 10 questions 
about uses of PRGA Program on-line tools (9 multiple choice and 1 open question) and 7 
classification variables. For details see Appendix 1. 
 
The link to the On-line Survey was e-mailed to each of the 496 subscribers registered in the 
PRGA Program database (updated on June 2005) and responses were collected between 
September 12th and October 20th 2006. 
    
    The Data 
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11.08% of registered subscribers answered the Survey (55 subscribers). Quantitative (Statistica, 
Excel) and Qualitative analysis was then undertaken on these results.  
 
The information obtained from respondents could be considered a referent point of opinions and 
it could be used as a base line to define priority aspects to focus on and get some more insights. 
 
4. Results 
 
Most outstanding results will be presented in the section that follows the Study Design structure. 
All results are summarized in Appendix 2, so for detailed information please refer to that section. 
 
* Nobody classified himself as located in Asia (Question 12); so no information about those subscribers is available 
in this Report. 
 
4.1 Use of PRGA Program listservs 
This section aimed to explore how subscribers use the PRGA Program listservs and which are 
their motivations to be subscribed? (See Appendix 1) 
 
‘Reading and keeping up with the discussion’ was the primary selected option (Fig 6: 44%) as a 
way to interact/contribute to the listservs (Fig 1: 67%). Therefore, it can be stated that the main 
use of the PRGA Program listservs according to survey’s respondents is reading; and the main 
motivation for them to be subscribed is to receive information. 
 
Reasons for not interacting/contributing to the listservs (Fig 1.2), were related to ‘lack of time’ 
(36%) and ‘not having new information to share’ (32%), while lack of interest was not voted. 
Costs of connection and quality of discussion were also mentioned as reasons for not 
contributing. Lack of knowledge of the tool was not considered as an obstacle for contribution. 
For respondents that chose ‘not contribute’ to the listservs, time invested in the listservs doesn’t 
seem to be related to the quality information coming out of on-line discussions. 
 
The apparent lack of interaction/contribution from subscribers could be explained by the fact that 
there is not a way of centrally recording their participation in the interactive tools as a whole. 
This means that the results do not necessarily suggest that subscribers don’t interact/contribute to 
listservs, but that it is not registered how they do it. 
 
Respondent subscribers’ appreciate a reliable source of information, where they can get up-to-
date reports and articles: a good quality information source. Sending information demands more 
time and work from them and it also demands more time of connection and activity on the 
website. 
 
4.2 PRGA Program web site 
This section aimed to explore subscribers’ opinions of PRGA Program web site, and how do they 
use the available on-line tools (see Appendix 1). 
 
Overall site layout and usage experience (Fig 3) seems to be satisfactory for survey’s 
respondents. Even though costs of working on-line were mentioned as a critical issue. This 
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allows one to infer subscribers’ need for fast downloading information and the preference of 
some of them for tools that allow to work off-line and then send the information (to reduce 
periods of connection).  
 
With regards Community Workspace section (Fig 4), ‘meeting rooms’ was voted the most 
frequently used tool from the section (60%). When checked this section out on the site, I found 
many different rooms, none of them being used, and the proposed topics had nothing to do with 
working fields or of interest of subscribers (pornography, shopping places, etc.). This need to be 
moderated by an internal communications worker to ensure only appropriate subjects are posted 
and to perhaps even start discussions off that people can contribute to. 
 
Tools for sending information (such as ‘submit documents’, ‘news’ and ‘web links’) were not 
highly scored; and the option Tools for Collaboration (a section that contains some on-line tools) 
was among the non-voted options. These facts support the idea that respondents are more 
interested in getting information rather than producing it. 
  
It should be mentioned here that lack of knowledge of the tools has not been presented by 
respondents as an obstacle for not sending information.   
 
Research (42%), Resources (36%) and Search (22%), were voted as the most useful tools of the 
site (Fig 5).  Community Workspace was not voted. 
 
It would seem that what respondents considered the most useful tools are the ones that allow 
them to get up-to-date information, in a systematic, reliable and fast way. 
 
4.3 On-line forums and listservs 
This section explored on Subscribers’ opinion about on-line forums and listservs, and what do 
they expect from them (see appendix1).  
 
The majority of respondents (44%), consider ‘read and keep up with discussion’ a main way to 
interact/contribu.0.te with listservs (Fig 6).  ‘Following discussion and discuss subjects with my 
colleges’ appears in third place (16%). Then it could be inferred that in some occasions, 
discussions don’t happen on-line, but at the work place. This could have to do with people’s 
preferences and habits (preferring to discuss with their colleges at work; or it could have to do 
with connexion expenses as the comments of the option others express).  Therefore listservs 
could be fulfilling the task of proposing topics for discussion but they cannot record the outcomes 
of the initiative that doesn’t happen on-line. 
 
‘Read, keep up with discussion and contribute my own opinion’ (2%) and ‘I propose new topics’ 
(0%) had low scores. This evidence supports again the hypothesis that respondents have a great 
need to be informed and up-to-date, but don’t have so much interest in generating information 
through this media. It could be interesting to ask subscribers, who should be generating the 
information they are willing to get. 
 
It should be noted here that one subscriber expressed his disappointment for the lack of discussion in the PPB 
listserv. 
 
M.D.P. Chaves 
 7
The type of information that will get respondents interested (Fig 7), is ‘Technical’ information 
(33%) and ‘sharing ideas and work experiences’ (31%). That ‘Academic’ (21%) information 
appears in third place could mean that in on-line forums respondents want to find other sorts of 
information that is not available in other media like first hand experiences from the field and new 
research techniques. 
 
The ‘Events’ option was not discarded, so the effectiveness of listservs to promote specific 
information was recognized by the respondents.  
 
There seems to be a negative idea among respondents about on-line forums/listservs in general 
(Fig 8). ‘Number of messages on my inbox’ (45%) and ‘time to follow a discussion’ (38%) were 
the most voted. This negative image is explained by the time invested vis-à-vis benefit obtained 
out of on-line forums/listservs based discussions; they don’t seem to reach pertinent and concise 
information in short time. 
 
Analyzing respondent’s answer to Question 8 (Fig 8a, 8b and 8c) which referred to types of 
organization, gave some ideas of how there exists different needs among listserv subscribers’:  
 
a. For respondents belonging to Universities and Research centres, ‘Time to conclusions’ 
(12%) doesn’t appear as the strong tendency showed in the general analysis. ‘Number of 
messages on my inbox’ (50%) on the other hand, appears as the most problematic issue 
for them, followed by ‘time to conclusions’ (19%). ‘Allow me to meet and discuss issues 
with people located in different places’ (19%) shows at least a small tendency to 
recognize this positive use of the listservs.These tendencies could be explained by the fact 
that the organizations these respondents belong to are also centres of education. So, there 
is a better disposition to spend time following discussion (an important part in educational 
processes).  
b. In terms of respondents belonging to CGIAR, although research centres, their main 
vocation is not education but production of knowledge, therefore for them the time issue 
could be more relevant. In consequence, the image of on-line forums/listservs among 
respondents is very negative, being ‘Time to conclusions’ (59%) and ‘Number of 
messages on my inbox’ (29%) the higher voted. 
c. Data from the other type of organizations (NARS, Government and intergovernmental 
organizations, Independent org, NGOs-civil society, donors and private sector) was very 
scarce to perform the same sort of analysis, even though, considering them together as 
another group, the tendency was to consider ‘No. of messages in my inbox’(63%) the most 
problematic, followed by ‘time to conclusions’ (32%). 
 
Listservs should be considered as tools more appropriate in educational processes. In that case, 
one option could be to fragment the audience, and focus the listservs communication strategy 
specifically to people enrolled in Universities and education centres.  
 
What motivates respondents to participate in on-line/forums/listservs (Fig 9.1), would be an 
‘interesting topic’ (64%), followed by ‘experts’ opinion’ (20%). 
Relating the answers of whom voted interesting topic with answers to question 7 (Fig 9a), 
‘Technical: methodologies and fieldwork’ (32%) and ‘Sharing ideas and work experiences’ 
(31%) got the higher scores, followed by ‘Academic’ (23%). 
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Attending to the needs of relevant information for subscriber’s work and research, knowledge of 
their fields of work and interest should serve as a guide to prioritize topics. Respondent’s fields of 
work could be summarized as follows (Fig 13a):  
 
• Technical Agriculture: Agriculture/Agronomy, Agro-industries/Post harvest systems, 
Soils sciences and land management, Agricultural Policy, Plant breeding (43%) 
• Communications/IT/ Computer Sciences (4%) 
• Economics: Agricultural Economics (6%) 
• Education/Extension/Training (6%) 
• Engineering (4%) 
• Food Security/Food aid (2%) 
• Sociology: Rural Development and agrarian reform, Women in development, 
collaboration methods, refugees, environmental topics (27%) 
• Anthropologist: ethno botany/social anthropology (6%) 
• Research management (2%) 
 
The majority of respondents (54%), are not subscribed to listservs different from PRGA Program 
ones (Fig 9.2). Among the ones that are subscribed to others (46%), 3 respondents explained that 
they were subscribed to ‘too many to be listed’. 
 
For these people following discussions will already demand a lot of time to expect them to send 
information. This practice could also determine that some users subscribe and maintain the 
subscription even though they are not necessarily actively involved in the listservs (reading and 
sending information). The decision to remain subscribed might has to do with the possibility to 
access information when needed. In this way, it has to be considered that maybe some users are 
temporarily active and although remain subscribed, after a period of time they are not reading 
messages. 
 
Summarizing: 
 
• Respondent’s major interest is to obtain reliable and updated information. This interest 
determines how respondents interact with listservs (reading) and web site (searching for 
information) and defines technical requirements of the site (fast, easy usability, clear 
layout). 
 
• Contribution for majority of respondents means reading and other activities that not 
necessarily happened on-line (i.e. discussion with colleagues at working place). 
 
• Accessibility to information when needed is a main motivation to remain subscribed even 
when subscribers don’t contribute/interact with listservs. 
 
• Interesting topics for respondents to discuss in the listservs are technical and fieldwork 
experiences.  
 
• Listservs are tools that allow access to information that is not available in other media. 
 
• Issues related to working on-line are perceived in different ways according to subscriber’s 
connection facilities.  
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There is an expressed difficulty for some respondents that as well would be configuring this 
community. It has to do with internet access and on-line working tools. Four subscribers 
asked the PRGA Program Communications Office to send them the survey on a format that 
could be filled in off-line (they belonged to CGIAR organizations and NARS). They argued 
the main reason for it was the coasts of working on-line. Should be said that al the 
messages received with this respect, came from subscribers located in Africa. 
 
These facts could indicate the need to consider segmenting the audience by connection 
facilities therefore, to offer possibilities to access information and interaction, that don’t 
require long times of connection or on-line work (i.e. email updates). 
 
• Variables related to time were the more recurrent when questioning about lack of 
contribution. 
 
• Then lack of time as a reason for not interacting/contributing to listservs, should be 
understood as lack of time to send information when subscribers remain active.  
 
5. Discussion 
 
To understand the communication process taking place with in the PRGA Program community, it 
would be helpful to define some concepts. First, it is important to define the PRGA Program as a 
community. As Smith (1992) states, 
 
‘Communities might be definable as a set of overlapping networks of communication that 
remain stable for some duration and, in their intentional form, are capable of acting 
collectively towards a particular end. High levels of interconnectivity and frequent 
interaction along those network connections might mark strong communities. By contrast, 
networks that are arranged in severely hierarchical forms along the lines of a formal 
organization do not fulfil one of the commonly held conditions of community: while 
communities may certainly have governing bodies and be stratified, they are not normally 
rigidly or formally structured’1.  
 
The PRGA Program can be defined as a strong community. Members of this community share a 
common interest and they have gathered around it. Within that broader community, members 
interact in conferences, seminars, at work face-to-face. But there are other means of 
communicating that also connect this community. Such are the printed publications strategies that 
allow exchange of ideas and flow of knowledge. Lately, with advances in information 
technologies (IT), other ways of communicating have made it possible to strengthen ties allowing 
people form different locations to interact more frequently. Those technologies have also made 
possible the flow of information, which can be sent virtually, to be printed locally. 
 
                                                 
1 Smith, Mark (1992) Voices from the WELL: The Logic of the Virtual Commons. Department of Sociology 
UCLA. (http://research.microsoft.com/~masmith/Voices%20from%20the%20Well.doc#Theories, last viewed 
November 2006) 
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To understand the PRGA Program as a community that interacts and mingles with ever broader 
communities such as the scientific one, installs the concept of scale to define communities’ 
boundaries. Such scales help also to determine how individuals contribute to the maintenance and 
development of it, and in the construction of a ‘public good’2 that only emerges in that 
interaction. So in a wide-ranging context, PRGA Program community members are contributing 
when publishing their work, when research clusters are defined, when research institutions are 
established, when members give conferences and speeches. 
 
When down scaling the context of this community to PRGA Program listservs members, often 
one looses perspective on how people are committed to the broader community. That is why it is 
important to understand how communities are established at different scales (i.e. a PRGA 
Program listserv subscriber belongs at the same time to the listserv community, to the 
organization he/she works at community, to a regional scientists community, and to a broad 
scientists one). It has been said that subscribers of PRGA Program listservs are not contributing 
to listservs, yet when asked, some subscribers considered that by reading and following 
discussion, but not necessarily by sending information, they are actively contributing. 
 
So in the broader context, by reading the topics members are making a contribution to the PRGA 
Program community, as they are entering a common universe of knowledge. Also when they 
discuss the reading with colleagues they are also contributing to the overall community of 
knowledge. So even though this must be considered a legitimate way of contributing to the 
community, it is important to distinguish different levels of interaction, as we define different 
scales of communities.  In this study I wanted to bring focus to how that contribution should be 
understood within the context of listservs, where the contribution of information by members is 
adding in the construction of a community at that   (experts) scale.  
 
As well, a broader focus is needed to understand how subscribers are understanding 
contributions, because it is happening through different media, making evident that one can’t 
constrain people to a community as usually boundaries overlap and people belong to several 
communities at the same time. 
 
5.1 Virtual Communities 
Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) is any sort of communication that occurs through 
computers. E-mail, video, audio or text chat, bulletin boards, list-servers and multi-player video 
games are examples of CMC.   
 
                                                 
2 Public Goods are goods that anyone might benefit from, regardless of whether they have helped contribute to their 
production. A public good is defined by two characteristics. First, it is to some degree indivisible in that one person's 
consumption of the good does not reduce the amount available to another. Second, a public good is to some degree 
non-excludable in that it is difficult or impossible to exclude individuals from benefiting from the good.  
Everyone in a group may be made better off by the provision of a public good, but that in no way guarantees that it 
will be produced. Because excluding others from consuming the public good is difficult or impossible, there is the 
temptation to free-ride on the efforts of others, enjoying a public good without contributing to its production. Of 
course, if everyone tries to free-ride, the good will not be produced and everyone suffers, hence the social dilemma. 
Kollock (1999) 
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‘CMC can be examined and compared to other communication media through common 
aspects of any forms of communication, including (but not limited to) synchronicity, 
persistence or "recordability", and anonymity”3.  
 
As explained on the PRGA Program web site, study groups form communities that use different 
media to communicate, not only computers. Seminars and conferences allow face to face, 
synchronic and persistent communication and the contact is maintained through time and distance 
using e-mailing and listservs. 
 
As most of the time CMC is established due to the spread of geographic location of members, a 
sense of Virtual Community often develops around some of these forms of communication, 
specially the ones that include regular users like forums and listservs do. 
 
The definition or Virtual Communities is still problematic for some academics, which have 
considered the term ‘community’ always linked to a geographic location. But as information 
technologies erase physical boundaries allowing people from different places to gather around 
some shared interests, virtual communities started to sprout. Although, those boundaries are not 
static, with members joining and leaving and even belonging to several communities 
simultaneously4. 
 
There has been extensive research on virtual or on-line communities from different points of 
view (anthropology, economics, psychology, IT). Social studies have focused on the sort of 
relationships people establish in this kind of community and their underlying psychology. Virtual 
communities have been understood as spaces for socializing rather than just new technologies 
used in working scenarios. As showed in those studies, when joining these collectives, members 
start to share experiences and become involved in deep ways. Therefore they suppose some social 
and psychological behaviors and new ways of communication. 
 
Because the aim of this study was to understand what motivates PRGA Program listservs users to 
contribute to them, this report will focus on some psychological aspects that have been described 
in literature, as processes involved in the conformation and sustainability of virtual communities. 
It should also be said that PRGA Program virtual community is not only being built through 
listservs, but that meetings as well as publication and the web site are contributing to define it. 
But in this study, there is a conscious intent to primarily focus on listserv dynamics. 
 
The levels of participation/collaboration in the PRGA listservs identified up to this point suggest 
a still early stage on the configuration of a virtual community among the PRGA Program listserv 
members.  
 
‘The availability of communication is not alone sufficient for successful organization. 
Those paths of communication must be used to engender commitment and to enforce 
compliance’ (Smith, 1992) 
 
Within it, a sense of obligation to contribute to the common/public good has not been yet 
developed or nurtured. This can be understood from how subscribers consider interaction. As 
                                                 
3 http://en.wikipedia.org, last viewed November 2006. 
4 Ibid 
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explained by the ‘virtuous cycle’5, participation would encourage more participation, so in this 
stage it might be necessary to have motivators that promote discussion and star building on what 
could later become community’s public good.  
 
5.2 Motivations for contributing to online communities 
Virtual Communities are not necessarily stable in the individual subscribers. What make them 
stable is the public good that the community as a group generates (Kollock, 1999)6. Stability of 
the community is desirable as changes in the structure of online communities might encourage or 
discourage online cooperation. As the author further explains, 
 
‘If the population of a group is extremely unstable, then there is the temptation to come 
into a group and take advantage of its resources and then leave. Contributing something to 
the group today in hopes of taking something back later amounts to making a loan to the 
group. If the recipients of the loan leave, the system of generalized exchange breaks 
down. If members of a group will not meet each other in the future, if there is no stability 
in the names and identities that people adopt, and if there is no memory or community 
record of previous interaction, it will be very difficult to create and maintain a cooperative 
online community.’ (Kollock, 1999). 
 
Even though PRGA Program community has been established for several years, strong 
community bonds have not yet been established. Members have not yet built yet a strong sense of 
commitment bringing stability to the community. 
 
Kollock in the The Economies of Online Cooperation (1999) describes how exchange 
relationships are established within virtual communities. He acknowledges that a ‘public good’ 
emerges from these exchanges and even though those are not money transactions, they suppose 
an economics and some psychological effects. Those transactions are fundamental to establish the 
bonds to the community.  
 
To explain how those economies are established, the author outlines three motivations for 
contributing to online communities, which do not rely on altruistic behavior (it could not be 
expected from all members) on the part of the contributor: anticipated reciprocity, increased 
reputation and a sense of efficacy. Another author, Smith (1992), defines a fourth one: a sense of 
community. 
 
Anticipated Reciprocity 
A person is motivated to contribute valuable information to the group in the expectation that one 
will receive useful help and information in return. Indeed, there is evidence that active 
                                                 
5 ‘Most online communities grow slowly at first, due in part to the fact that the strength of motivation for 
contributing is usually proportional to the size of the community. As the size of the potential audience increases, so 
does the attraction of writing and contributing. This coupled with the fact that organizational culture does not change 
overnight, means creators can expect slow progress at first with a new virtual community. As more people begin to 
participate however, the afore mentioned motivations will increase creating a virtuous cycle where the more 
participation begets more participation. It can be likened to a network, whereby the network's value is directly 
proportional to the square of the amount of users it has. Many online community members describe their 
participation as "addictive"’5.  
6 Kollock, Peter (1999) The Economies of Online Cooperation: Gifts and Public Goods in Cyberspace, 
http://www.sscnet.ucla.edu, last viewed November 2006 
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participants in online communities get more responses faster to questions than unknown 
participants (Kollock, 1999). 
 
Increased Recognition 
Recognition is important to online contributors such that, in general, individuals want recognition 
for their contributions. One of the key ingredients of encouraging a reputation is to allow 
contributors to be known or not to be anonymous. Recognition is linked with confiability, that is 
the example of Amazon.com or eBay, where reputation is used to measure the trustworthiness of 
someone.  
 
Sense of Efficacy 
Individuals may contribute valuable information because the act results in a sense of efficacy, 
that is, a sense that they have had some effect on this environment. Making regular and high 
quality contributions to the group can help individuals believe that they have an impact on the 
group and support their own self-image as an efficacious person. 
 
Sense of Community 
It is motivating to many people to be responded to directly for their contributions. Most online 
communities enable this by allowing people to reply back to contributions (i.e. many Blogs allow 
comments from readers, you can reply back to forum posts, etc).  
 
All these motivators overlap and although it is possible to identify different stages in the 
construction of a virtual community, it doesn’t mean that one motivator encourages the next one. 
Even further, a mixture of all of them is desirable, but how they configure will always depend on 
the specificities of each collective. 
 
5.3 Configuration of PRGA Program Virtual Community 
5.3.1. As anticipated reciprocity can be consider a first stage when members are establishing the 
worthiness of belonging to a community, displaying a strong strategy towards promoting 
discussion. This would engage members to the process and generate a virtuous cycle.  
Setting discussion started is hard, but when it reaches an internal dynamic, it becomes more fluid. 
In PRGA Program listserv case, to reach that momentum would probably imply, at least at first, a 
moderator that propose and regulate discussion. 
To be able to offer this, needs to start a building process until it reaches a momentum.  
 
In constructing this strategy, moderators are very important as well as defining discussion’s 
agendas attractive to subscribers. Moderators usually bring a different dynamic to the lists and 
qualify discussion. Therefore they should fulfil specific tasks. 
 
After this step, commitment to community should move to a next stage, and therefore ways of 
contribution. 
 
The scarce number of answers to the survey is a result in itself.  
 
On the other hand, other practice could be taking place. New subscribers are entering PRGA 
Program listservs, but there are not so many members cancelling their subscription. In the 2005 
registers, appear 496 subscribers (number that has been increasing since then). Although, the low 
level of response to the survey, (putting aside technical problems) might be showing that not 
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necessarily all subscribers are active participants and readers of listservs. Then the community is 
formed by active and non active subscribers. Active subscribers are the ones following the 
current activities of the listservs, and non active are the ones that keep their subscription, 
although don’t follow its activities. Decision to remain subscribed might has to do with the fact 
that members valuate the information they can eventually gain from listservs, so they keep the 
subscription to be able to access the information when needed. 
In this way, it has to be considered that some users are temporarily active and although remain 
subscribed, after a period of time they are not reading messages. 
 
Although, this is a dynamic proper of virtual communities, and against Smith’s arguments, size 
should not be considered as important as a stable group of members that develop a sense of 
commitment to the community.  
In PRGA Program listservs case, it is this sense of commitment that doesn’t seem to be reached. 
 
5.3.2. Increased Recognition. Even though members from the different PRGA Program listservs 
know other subscribers, it could be interesting to try and give members the opportunity to rank 
themselves and see how they respond. This will help to qualify contributions and might 
encourage some subscribers to send information. Anonymity is some times valuated in CMCs, 
but it doesn’t imply that a ranking system cannot be established. Subscribers should have the 
option to use nick names. Among PRGA Program listservs subscribes, anonymity seems to be 
valuated. This is shown in the contact data missing from subscribers’ database, that some times 
only provide e-mail address. Such preferences should remain. 
 
5.3.3. At the moment Sense of Efficacy seems to be very low valuated by PRGA Program 
Listservs members. Examples like Wikipedia7 could give ideas on how that sense of efficacy 
could be built and improved. Wikipedia mainly involves storing of information and the 
construction of a tangible product. Focus discussions of PRGA Program listservs toward 
construction of a tangible objective could be an effective strategy to encourage subscribers to 
contribute. Knowledge marketplaces could constitute another product from which the community 
can also get some incomes. 
 
5.3.4. Sense of Community 
Learning about individual’s conditions, such as technical conditions of access to internet and 
providing tools that allow all members to contribute, will help to strengthen the sense of 
community in the PRGA Program Listserv members. That is why on–line working tools as well 
as off-line ones should always be considered. 
 
5.4 Online Community Design 
Given Kollock and Smith’s findings as a base, below are some guidelines that can be of use when 
trying to design an online community or foster a better knowledge sharing environment in your 
organization: 
 
Design Guideline Contributor Motivation(s) 
                                                 
7 Wikipedia (an online encyclopedia which uses online software to enable anyone to create new articles and change 
any article in the encyclopedia) is a prime example of an online community that gives contributors a sense of 
efficacy.  
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Trust the member’s input. Make it easy to 
contribute to your knowledge base and make it 
accessible to others. 
 
Sense of Efficacy, Sense of Community 
 
Enable your knowledge base to evolve as 
processes and concepts change. 
 
Sense of Efficacy 
 
Allow the member to be known and get credit 
by measuring their contributions. 
 
Build Reputation, Anticipated Reciprocity, 
Sense of Community 
 
Allow other members in the community to 
measure and respond to contributions. 
 
Sense of Community, Build Reputations 
 
 
 
6. Recommendations and Conclusions 
To motivate subscribers to contribute by sending information to the listservs, it is important to 
prompt them to engage in activities that strengthen community bounding. Therefore, it is 
advisable to consider some of the following guidelines: 
 
Design Guideline Contributor 
Motivation(s) 
Web Site 
Revision and reorganization of the site emphasising availability of 
information. Consistency should be a criterion to organize 
information. As well, a periodic revision to remove useless 
information should be considered. 
 
Sense of Efficacy 
Research, resources and search sections of the site should remain 
always actualized to allow users obtain the major effectiveness in 
their searches and most satisfaction of the usage of the site.  
 
Sense of Efficacy, 
Anticipated Reciprocity 
Because the need of up dated information of respondents’, storing 
space of the site should be a priority. This expressed interest could 
also point a new direction for site’s development towards becoming 
an experts/knowledge marketplace.  
 
Sense of Efficacy, Sense 
of Community, building 
of ‘public good’. 
According to the statistics recorded by the Server where the survey 
was posted, respondents have updated navigations software. But it 
would be important to track conditions of the majority of 
subscribers. Having a statistic recording service such as Stat 
Counter (http://www.statcounter.com/) that provides information 
about technical facilities could be useful. 
 
Sense of Efficacy, 
Anticipated Reciprocity, 
Sense of Community by 
offering options to cover 
all needs. 
Listservs 
Public’s fragmentation by type of organization should be 
considered: Address listservs mainly to education centres 
Sense of Efficacy by 
addressing particular 
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(Universities and research centres). Contributions of information 
should be expected from this group. Configure an expert’s 
marketplace for remaining of organizations. 
 
needs. 
Continue strengthening the process of building a virtual 
community. Therefore include moderators and consider the use of 
blogs as a more appropriate tool for this public. 
 
Sense of Efficacy, 
Anticipated Reciprocity, 
Sense of Community 
To avoid filling inboxes with messages an option could be to post 
discussion in a server, working more like blogs do (i.e. 
http://scienceblogs.com/gnxp/; http://www.wordpress.com). In that 
way subscribers can enter discussion, read or print, and write their 
comments.  
 
Sense of Efficacy, 
Anticipated Reciprocity, 
Sense of Community, 
building of ‘public good’ 
Evaluate the need to maintain the different listservs, as apparently 
in some of them there hasn’t been any discussion lately.  
Sense of Efficacy 
Include moderators to bring a different dynamic to the lists and 
qualify discussion. Moderators should fulfil specific tasks: 
o Periodically propose topics, relevant to the audience. 
Establishing a periodic routine (i.e. weekly or monthly) 
could be helpful for subscribers, as they would know 
discussions are held in certain periods. 
o Review information sent and summarized conclusions of 
discussion. Those conclusions should be stored in 
downloadable files stored in an accessible place for 
subscribers. 
 
Sense of Efficacy, 
Anticipated Reciprocity, 
Sense of Community, 
Increased Recognition 
Link listservs or blogs to newsletter. Post proposed topics of 
discussion on the newsletter. In that way subscribers can send 
relevant information and all the community would know in 
advance, the topics that are on for debate. Then if somebody is 
interested in the conclusions, he can access the summarized 
document. 
 
Sense of Efficacy, 
Anticipated Reciprocity, 
Increased Recognition, 
building of ‘public good’ 
Conferences and seminars are spaces that members also share. 
Because of tight agendas, it is common that many topics can’t be 
addressed during these encounters. An agenda of relevant topics for 
discussion should be presented in the next meeting.  
 
By linking strategies, the 
Sense of Efficacy is 
strengthen, Anticipated 
Reciprocity, Increased 
Recognition positioning 
not only members but the 
listservs. 
Promote among subscribers, sharing field work experience as it is 
appealing for some people. A content developer could be useful to 
help subscribers identify the relevant information to post.  
 
Sense of Community, 
Sense of Efficacy 
Design a mechanism of evaluation of the quality of information 
sent by subscribers. 
Sense of Efficacy, 
Increased Recognition 
Design a mechanism to allow members to set their preferences (and Sense of Efficacy 
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change them at any time), so they get sent emails about things they 
are specifically interested in. 
Define indicators of evaluation of the performance of the listservs. 
Define some site statistics that could be representative of what 
people are using the site for.  
 
Sense of Efficacy 
Search with more detail on how subscribers use meeting rooms’, 
and see how subscribers are using them. 
 
Sense of Efficacy 
Check and review other listservs used by subscribers. 
 
Sense of Efficacy 
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire 
Survey on the use of Internet on-line tools 
Please select only one answer by clicking next to your chosen option. 
1.1. Have you interacted/contributed to any of the PRGA Program 
listservs? 
1. Yes  2. No  
 
Please choose one 
option. 
1.2. If no, why haven't you contributed?  
1. I don't have time 
2. I am not interested in the listserv 
3. I don't usually have new information to share 
4. I don't feel comfortable using the listserv 
5. Other    
please specify
 
 
Please choose one 
option. If other, please 
type your opinion. 
2. Why do you want to be subscribed to the PRGA Program listservs?   
1. To get information related to the topics of my interest 
2. To receive the PRGA Program Newsletter 
3. To follow the discussions in the on-line forums and send my opinions 
4. To be in contact with experts from same field of my interest 
5. Other    
please specify
 
 
Please choose one 
option. If other, please 
type your opinion. 
3. What is your opinion about the PRGA Program web site regarding the 
following items (please qualify every item) 
 
3.1. Amount of information  
1. 
Excessive 
2. 
Sufficient 
3. 
Insufficient 
4. Other   
please specify
 
 
Please choose one 
option. If other, please 
type your opinion. 
3.2. Finding information / navigation / Usage experience  
1. Very 
simple 
2. Simple 
3. Not 
simple 
4. Other   
please specify
 
 
Please choose one 
option. If other, please 
type your opinion. 
3.3. Font Size  
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1. Big 
2. Good 
size 
3. Small 4. Other   
please specify
 
 
Please choose one 
option. If other, please 
type your opinion. 
3.4. Site layout  
1. Very 
clear  
2. Clear  3. Unclear 4. Other   
please specify
 
 
Please choose one 
option. If other, please 
type your opinion. 
4. Which of the options from the 'Community Workspace' section at PRGA 
Program web site do you more frequently use? 
 
1. Working groups 
2. Calendar 
3. Submit news 
4. World clock 
5. Submit documents 
6. Submit web links 
7. Meeting rooms 
8. Tools for Collaboration 
9. You never enter this section/never use this section before 
 
Please choose one 
option. 
5.Which tool from the PRGA Program web site is the most useful for the 
work you are currently doing? 
 
1. Search 
2. Research 
3. Resources 
4. Community Workspace 
5. About Us 
 
Please choose one 
option. 
6. How do you contribute to the on-line forums / listservs you are 
subscribed to? 
 
1. I read and keep up with the discussion 
2. I read, keep up with the discussion and send my own opinion 
3. I read, keep up with the discussion and discuss the subject with 
colleagues at my work place 
4. I propose new topics 
Please choose one 
option. If other, please 
type your opinion. 
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5. I don't contribute in any way 
6. Other    
please specify
 
 
7. Which information is most appealing for you to discuss in an on-line 
forum? 
 
1. Academic: articles and new releases 
2. Technical: methodologies and fieldwork 
3. Sharing ideas and work experiences 
4. Events (Conferences, agree about meetings) 
5. Other   
please specify
 
 
Please choose one 
option. If other, please 
type your opinion. 
8. What is your opinion about on-line forums? (Please, check the single 
affirmation you identify the most with) 
 
1. You need a lot of time to follow a discussion 
2. Takes a lot of time to come up to conclusions 
3. I will get too many messages in my Inbox every day 
4. On-line forums allow me to meet and discuss issues with people located 
in different places 
5. On-line forums are a practical tool and their service is cheaper than 
talking on the phone 
6. Other    
please specify
 
 
Please choose one 
option. If other, please 
type your opinion. 
9.1. What will engage/motivate you to participate in a on-line forum?  
1. An interesting topic 
2. To find expert's opinion 
3. Controversial points of view 
4. Other    
please specify
 
 
Please choose one 
option. If other, please 
type your opinion. 
9.2. To which on-line forums/listservs are you subscribed to (different to 
the PRGA Program ones)? 
 
 Please type your 
answer. 
10. If you have additional comments or suggestions that have not been 
addressed in this survey, please type them below: 
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Please type your 
comment. 
 
Classification Variables 
11. Sex: 
1. Male  
2. Female  
 
Please choose one 
option. 
12. Location:  
1. South America 
2. Central America 
3. North America 
4. Europe 
5. Africa 
6. Asia 
7. Oceania 
 
Please choose one 
option. 
13. Indicate your professional (working) field of expertise from the 
following sectors and job titles 
 
----------------------------------  
   If other: please specify 
Please select one 
option. If other, please 
type your opinion. 
14. What best describes the organization you work at?   
1. CGIAR - CG Centers 
2. University - College - Institute - Research organization 
3. Government and intergovernmental Organizations 
4. NGO - Civil society organization 
5. Independent organization - Consultancy 
6. NARS 
7. Donor 
8. Other    
please specify
 
 
Please choose one 
option. If other, please 
type your opinion. 
15. PRGA Program listservs you are subscribed to:  
1. PNRM 
Please choose all that 
apply. 
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2. PPB 
3. Gender 
4. IA 
5. General Only 
 16. Name   
 Please type your 
information. 
17. E-mail  
 Please type your 
information. 
 
Send survey to PRGA Program
 
 
Thank you for your feedback and for taking the time to complete this survey. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 2 
 
 
Description of the Sample 
 
 
 
Classification Variables 
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Female
52%
Male
48%
 
Fig. 11 Distribution by Gender 
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Fig. 12 Distribution by Location 
 
North America 9% Africa 33%
Central America 5% Asia 0% 
South America 13% Oceania 18%
Europe 22%    
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Fig. 13 Working Field 
 
 
Other 
• Refugees, environmental topics 
• Agricultural Economics 
• Anthropology 
• Plant Breeding 
• Ethno botany/social anthropology 
• research management 
• collaboration methods 
 
 
NA 7% 
2.Agricultural Policy 2% 
3.Agriculture/Agronomy 30%
4.Agr-industires/post harvest systems 4% 
5.Communications/IT/Computer 
Science 
4% 
6. Economics 4% 
7.Education/Extension/Training 5% 
8.Engineering 4% 
10.Food Security/Food Aid 2% 
17.Rural Development and agrarian 
reform 
5% 
18. Sociology 7% 
19.Soils Science and land management 2% 
22.Women in Development 11%
23. Other 13% 
 
Not voted 
 
• 1. Accounting/Financial Management 
• 9. Environmental Sciences 
• 11. Human resources/Personnel management  
• 12. Librarian/document systems 
• 13. Medical  
• 14. Nutrition 
• 15. Project analysis and evaluation 
• 16. Publishing/Media/Writing/Public information 
• 20. Statistics 
• 21. Water resource management 
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Summarizing: 
1. Technical Agriculture: Agriculture/Agronomy, Agro-industries/Post harvest systems, Soils sciences and land 
management, Agricultural Policy, Plant Breeding 
2. Communications/IT/ Computer Sciences 
3. Economics: Agricultural Economics 
4. Education/Extension/Training 
5. Engineering 
6. Food Security/Food aid 
7. Sociology: Rural Development and agrarian reform, Women in development, collaboration methods, refugees, 
environmental topics 
8. Anthropologist: ethno botany, social anthropology 
9. Research management 
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9. 
 
Fig. 13a Working Field Summary 
 
 
 
1. Technical Agriculture 43% 
2. Communications/IT/ Computer Sciences 4% 
3. Economics 6% 
4. Education/Extension/Training 6% 
5. Engineering 4% 
6. Food Security/Food aid 2% 
7. Sociology 27% 
8. Anthropologist 6% 
9. Research management 2%  
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Fig. 14 Type of Organization 
 
CGIAR - CG Centres 32% Independent organization - 
Consultancy 
11% 
UCIRO (University-College, 
etc.) 
29% NARS 11% 
Government and 
intergovernmental 
Organizations 
2% Donor 2% 
NGO - Civil society 
organization 
9% Other 4% 
 
Other 
• CGIAR System wide Program 
• Private sector 
• UNDP 
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5. General Only
 
Fig. 15 PRGA Program listservs you are subscribed to 
 
PNRM 33% IA 5% 
PPB 36% General  34%
Gender 25%    
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Survey Analysis 
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No
45%
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55%
 
Fig. 1.1 Have you interacted/contributed to any of the 
PRGA Program listservs? 
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1. No time
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Fig. 1.2 If no, why haven't you contributed? 
 
1. No time 36% 4. Don't feel comfortable 8% 
2. Not interested 0% 5. Other 24%
3. Don’t have new 
information 
32%   
 
Other:  
• I don't get many emails from the listserv 
• Little discussion over last year 2005/6 
• Connexion to internet  is very slow and expensive  in 
my place 
• I am new to this activity, hence am observing on what 
happens 
• Not in my immediate area of interest 
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4. Contact with experts
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Fig. 2 Why do you want to be subscribed to the PRGA 
Program listservs?  
 
1. To get information 51% 4. Contact with experts 14% 
2. For the Newsletter 22% 5. Other    4% 
3. Follow forums and send 
opinions 
9%   
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Fig. 2a Answers’ Frequency distribution to Q2 including 
ONLY who answered YES to Q1.1 
1. Info 56% 4. Contact 13% 
2. Newsletter 17% 5. Other 7% 
3. Discussion 7%   
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Fig. 2b Answers’ Frequency distribution to Q2 including 
ONLY who answered NO to Q1.1 
1. Info 44% 4. Contact 16% 
2. Newsletter 28% 5. Other 0% 
3. Discussion 12%    
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2. Sufficient
82%
4. Other  
5%
3. Insufficient
13%
1. Excessive
0%
 
Fig. 3.1 Amount of Information 
 
Other: Confusing layout 
 
 
2. Simple
81%
1. Very simple
5%
4. Other  
7%
3. Not simple
7%
 
Fig. 3.2 Finding information / navigation / Usage 
experience 
 
Other: It is expensive to be working online in case being 
referred to a website 
1. Big
0%
4. Other
4%
2. Good size
89%
3. Small
7%
 
Fig. 3.3 Font Size 
 
Other: No opinion 
4. Other
4%3. Unclear
9%
1. Very clear
2%
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85%
 
3.4 Site layout 
 
Other: No opinion 
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Fig 4  'Community Workspace' section you more 
frequently use: 
 
NA 2% 5. Submit documents 11% 
1. Working groups 14% 6. Submit web links 0% 
2. Calendar 7% 7. Meeting rooms 60% 
3. Submit news 4% 8. Tools for Collaboration 0% 
4. World clock 2% 9. Never enter/use section 0% 
 
Other: 
 
• Working groups and tools for collaboration 
 
 
0
2
4
6
8
10
12
14
16
18
20
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 
 
Fig. 4a Answers’ Frequency distribution to Q4 including 
ONLY who answered YES to Q1.1 
1. Working groups 10% 6. Submit web links 0% 
2. Calendar 7% 7. Meeting rooms 60% 
3. Submit news 7% 8. Tools for Collaboration 0% 
4. World clock 3% 9. Never enter/use section 0% 
5. Submit documents 13%   
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Fig. 4b Answers’ Frequency distribution to Q4 including 
ONLY who answered NO to Q1.1 
1. Working groups 20% 6. Submit web links 8% 
2. Calendar 8% 7. Meeting rooms 0% 
3. Submit news 0% 8. Tools for Collaboration 60% 
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4. World clock 0% 9. Never enter/use section 0% 
5. Submit documents 13% NA 4%  
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Fig. 5 PRGA Program web site tool most useful for the 
work you are currently doing: 
 
1. Search 22% 4. Community Workspace 0% 
2. Research 42% 5. About Us 0% 
3. Resources 36%    
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Fig. 6 How do you contribute to the on-line forums / 
listservs you are subscribed to? 
 
1. Follow discussion 44% 4. I propose new topics 0% 
2. Follow discussion and 
send opinion 
2% 5. I don't contribute 29%
3.  Follow discussion and 
discuss with colleagues 
16% 
6. Other    
9% 
 
Other: 
 
• I have difficulty keeping up, but share the information 
with others 
• no time 
• just read 
• In the past 2-3 years there have been no discussions 
on any topic on the PPB listserv, it was actually 
disappointing 
• Occasionally I sent information 
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Fig. 6a Answers’ Frequency distribution to Q6 including 
ONLY who answered YES to Q1.1 
1. Follow discussion 50% 4. I propose new topics 0% 
2. Follow discussion and 
send opinion 
3% 5. I don't contribute 20%
3.  Follow discussion and 
discuss with colleagues 
17%
6. Other    
10%
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Fig. 6b Answers’ Frequency distribution to Q6 including 
ONLY who answered NO to Q1.1 
1. Follow discussion 36% 4. I propose new topics 0% 
2. Follow discussion and 
send opinion 
0% 5. I don't contribute 40%
3.  Follow discussion and 16% 6. Other    8% 
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discuss with colleagues  
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Fig. 6c Answers’ Frequency distribution to Q2 including 
ONLY who answered 1 (Follow discussion) to Q6 
1. To get information 58% 4. Contact with experts 12% 
2. For the Newsletter 16% 5. Other    4% 
3. Follow forums and send 
opinions 
8%   
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Fig. 6d Answers’ Frequency distribution to Q2 including 
ONLY who answered 3 (Follow discussion and discuss with 
colleagues) to Q6 
1. To get information 45% 4. Contact with experts 11% 
2. For the Newsletter 33% 5. Other    0% 
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Fig. 6e Answers’ Frequency distribution to Q2 including 
ONLY who answered 1 (No contribute) to Q6 
 
1. To get information 50% 4. Contact with experts 19% 
2. For the Newsletter 25% 5. Other    0% 
3. Follow forums and send 
opinions 
6%   
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3. Follow forums and send 
opinions 
11%   
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Fig. 7 Which information is most appealing for you to 
discuss in an on-line forum? 
 
1. Academic 22% 4. Events 9% 
2. Technical 33% 5. Other   5% 
3. Sharing ideas and work 
experiences 
31%   
 
Other: 
 
• All of the above at different times 
• 1,2,3 
• A combination of all 
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Fig. 8 What is your opinion about on-line forums? 
 
1. Time to follow a 
discussion 
38% 4. Discuss with people from 
different places 
9%
2. Long time to conclusions 7% 5. Practical tool 2%
3. No.  messages in Inbox 44% 6. Other 0%
 
 
 
 
 
M.D.P. Chaves 
 38
0
2
4
6
8
10
12
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.
 
Fig. 8a Answers’ Frequency distribution to Q8 by Type of 
Organization (CGIAR) 
 
1. Time to follow a 
discussion 
59% 4. Discuss with people from 
different places 
12%
2. Long time to conclusions 0% 5. Practical tool 0% 
3. No.  messages in Inbox 29% 6. Other 0% 
 
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.
 
Fig. 8b Answers’ Frequency distribution to Q8 by Type of 
Organization (UCIRO) 
 
1. Time to follow a 
discussion 
12% 4. Discuss with people from 
different places 
19%
2. Long time to conclusions 19% 5. Practical tool 0% 
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Fig. 8c Answers’ Frequency distribution to Q8 by Type of 
Organization (Others) 
 
1. Time to follow a 
discussion 
32% 4. Discuss with people from 
different places 
0%
2. Long time to conclusions 5% 5. Practical tool 0%
3. No.  messages in Inbox 63% 6. Other 0% 
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3. No.  messages in Inbox 50% 6. Other 0%  
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Fig. 9.1 What will engage/motivate you to participate in a 
on-line forum? 
 
1. Interesting topic 64% 3. Controversial points of 
view 
7% 
2. Expert's opinion 20% 4. Other    9% 
 
Other: 
 
• Usually do not have time for this 
• 1,2 
• All could, but have time constraints 
• Do not engage 
• It would have to be very pertinent for me to take time 
for it. 
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Fig 9.a Answers’ Frequency distribution to Q7 including 
ONLY who answered 1 (Interesting Topic’) to Q 9.1 
 
1. Academic 23% 4. Events 11%
2. Technical 32% 5. Other   3% 
3. Sharing ideas and work 
experiences 
31%   
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to other 
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Not 
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other 
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24%
 
Fig. 9.2 Other Listservs you are subscribed to 
 
 
 
Other Listservs: 
 
• www.scidev.net 
• Thematic about Tools as CORMAS, ComMod 
• Nil 
• Learning Participation IDS 
• PNRM 
• G@D, Plant breeding newsletter, IIED subscriptions 
• PPGUS and Learning & Transformation (LTT) 
• Infoandina 
• G&D e-conference 
• CIAT Learning to Innovate 
• G&D 
• McKnight Foundation CCRP listserv 
• Banana newspapers 
• Participation group, Prolinnova 
• Pestnet 
• Gender issues 
• Gender and Fisheries Listserver 
• CGIAR 
• Society for Economic Botany; Earth Negotiations 
Bulletin; IRIN (humanitarian news) 
• CommonWealth of Learning online discussions on 
distant education 
• CAPRi, LASA, ECAPAPA 
• Network solutions 
Desertification 
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Fig. 10 Additional Comments: 
 
• In my opinion, there is lack of facilitation in the PPB group -
-- to my regret. 
• It would be useful to add a link on experiences of people 
working in PRGA.  
• It is a very interesting programme. Educative and 
informative. 
• I would like to be more in touch with what PRGA is doing, 
but am not sure how, given limitations. 
• Moderation is important to stir up the fire... 
• The information on PPB related topics has not been 
updated in a long while, especially the cases have not 
been updated 
• Your program is interesting 
• A forum with moderator that summarizes/synthesizes  
discussions will be most useful 
• New publications are needed  
• The PRGA mails are usually a bit too impersonal for my 
liking 
• I travel a lot, and it is not always easy to get on the 
internet, whereas a word file can be filled out from 
anywhere. 
 
 
 
 
 
